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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-34 are pending. This action is in response to the amendment filed 
12/19/2004. Applicant has amended claims 1, 3, 7, 8, 13-15, 21, 24-27, 33 and 34. added 
claim 24. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use 
the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his 
invention. 

The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
adequately teach the claimed limitation "C++ based application" as recited in claims 1- 
34. 

In the application as filed, there does not appear to be any detailed descriptions or 
disclosure of C++ based application capable of handling C++ exceptions, nor a thread 
executing a C++ based application. At best, applicant discloses window applications 
(page 2) which produces C-style exceptions (page 14). Applicant fails to disclose "C++ 
based application" capable of handling C++ exceptions in the specification as filed. 
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Claims 1-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Applicant reciteS "C++ based application" in claims 1-34. There does not appear 
to be a written description of the claimed limitation in the application as filed, for the 
reasons set forth in the objection to the specification. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 13, 14, 21, 23, 24, 26, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. 
(U.S. 6,415,381 Bl). 

As to claim 1, Kannan teaches receiving an exception caused due to a runtime 
fault in a thread executing the application (The current instruction 302 ... a general 
protection fault; col. 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 2), dispatching the exception to an exception 
handler (The operating system ... to the chain of exception handlers; col. 7, lines 5-8), 
trapping the exception before the exception reaches the exception handler when the 
exception handler is a top level exception handler which terminates the application (The 
exception handler 1 15 ... terminate the application; col. 4, lines 44-47 and col. 1, line 48 - 
col. 2, line 1 1), and continuing execution of the application (the application to continue 
executing; col. 4, lines 58-64 and the exception handler ... in the proper manner; col. 7, 
lines 29-33). 
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Kannan does not teach translating the trapped exception into an exception that the 
application is capable of handling, nor the application is a C++ based application and the 
exception is a C++ exception. 

Bak teaches translating the trapped exception into an exception that the 
application is capable of handling, including translating the trapped exception into a C++ 
exception (Java exception is transformed and rethrown as a C++ exception; col. 13, lines 
8-10). Also note section 3 of this office action. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Bak because it would 
improve the performance the system of Kannan by being able to handle the exception in 
multiple programming languages. 

As to claim 3, Kannan teaches determining a corresponding exception handler to 
which the exception is to be dispatched (The operating system ... the chain 1 14 of 
exception handlers; col. 7, lines 5-8 and The operating system includes ... by the OS 
itself; col. 4, lines 24-30), dispatching the exception to the corresponding exception 
handler when the corresponding exception handler exists (When exception handler 1 15 is 
trigger; col. 7, lines 12-14), and dispatching the exception to a top level dispatcher when 
no corresponding exception handler exists (Certain types of application errors ... fatal 
exception; col. 1, line 47 - col. 2, line 11). 

As to claim 4, Kannan teaches dispatching the trapped exception to a trapped 
exception handler (When exception handler 1 15 is trigger; col. 7, lines 12-14 and The 
exception handler 115 ... terminate the application; col. 4, lines 44-47). 
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As to claim 7, Kannan does not explicitly teach the translating step translates the 
trapped exception into an exception which is able to be resolved by a C++ based 
exception handler, and determining if there is a C++ based exception handler which is 
capable of resolving the translated exception. Bak teaches the translating step translates 
the trapped exception into an exception which is able to be resolved by a C++ based 
exception handler (Transform the C++ exception to a Java exception before the exception 
is passed on; Col. 11, lines 50-55), and determining if there is a C++ based exception 
handler which is capable of resolving the translated exception (When an exception is 
generated ... for that exception; Col. 11, lines 25-29). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of 
Kannan and Bak because it would improve the performance the system of Kannan by 
being able to handle the exception in multiple programming languages. Note discussion 
of claim 1 for the application and exception being C++ in nature. 

As to claim 13, see rejection of claim 1 above. Kannan further teaches the 
application being executed under an operating system having one or more low level 
exception handlers and a top level exception handler (Loaded into and executing 
...processor of a computer; Col. 4, lines 4-12 and The operating system ... itself; cot. 4, 
lines 23-30). Note discussion of claim 1 for the application and the exception being C++ 
in nature. 

As to claim 14, see rejection of claim 7 above. 

As to claim 21 , it corresponds to the method claim of claim 1 except it is a 
computer system claim. 
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As to claim 23, Kannan teaches the exception trapper is provided in place of atop 
level exception handler which terminates the application (The exception handler 1 15 is 
inserted in the exception handler chain 1 14 ahead of all operating system provided 
exception handlers; col. 6, lines 37-42). 

As to claim 24, Kannan teaches an application system for recovering an 
application from a runtime fault caused in a thread (A method ... a fatal exception; 
abstract), the application running under an operating system having an exception 
dispatcher (inherent from the operating system ... of exception handlers; col. 7, lines 5-8), 
one or more low level exception handlers and a top level exception handler which 
terminates the application (The operating system ... itself; col. 4, lines 23-30 and Certain 
types of application errors ... fatal exception; col. 1, line 47 - col. 2, line 11), an exception 
trapper placed between the exception dispatcher and the top level exception handler for 
trapping an exception before the exception reaches the top level exception handler (The 
exception handler 1 15 is inserted in the exception handler chain 1 14 ahead of all 
operating system provided exception handlers; col. 6, lines 37-42 and The exception 
handler 115 ... terminate the application; col. 4, lines 44-47), the exception being caused 
due to a runtime fault in a thread executing an application (The current instruction 302 ... 
a general protection fault; col. 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 2), and a trapped exception handler 
for handling the trapped exception (The exception handler 1 15 ... terminate the 
application; col. 4, lines 44-47 and the crash guard process 107; col. 4, lines 38-64). 

However, Kannan does not teach an exception translator for translating the 
trapped exception into an exception that the application is capable of handling. Bak 
teaches translating the trapped exception into an exception that the application is capable 
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of handling (Col. 11, lines 50-55). Note discussion of claim 1 for the application and the 
exception being C++ in nature. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Bak because it would 
improve the performance the system of Kannan by being able to handle the exception in 
multiple programming languages. 

As to claim 26, see rejection of claim 3 above. 

As to claims 33 and 34, they correspond to the method claim of claim 1 except 
they are computer readable memory element of computer electronic signals claims, 
respectively. 

5. Claims 2, 5, 6, 8, 15, 16, 22, 25, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 
6,415,381 BI) further in view of Anschuetz et al. (U.S. 5,305,455). 

As to claim 2, Kannan does not teach terminating the thread that caused the 
exception. Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread that caused the exception (Col. 5, 
lines 9-16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it 
provides a method to handle the exception on a per thread basis. 

As to claim 5, Kannan does not teach terminating the thread when the trapped 
exception handler is not capable of resolving the trapped exception. Anschuetz teaches 
terminating the thread that caused the exception (col. 5, lines 9-16). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
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the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it provides a method to handle the 
exception on a per thread basis. 

As to claim 6, Kannan does not teach the continuing step allows continuing 
execution of the application after the thread is terminated. Kannan teaches the application 
is continue execution after the application generates a fatal exception which always 
causes termination to the application (abstract). Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread 
that caused the exception (col. 5, lines 9-16). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of 
Kannan and Anschuetz because it provides a method to handle the exception on a per 
thread basis, and the application has change to continue execution. 

As to claim 8, Kannan does not teach terminating the thread that caused the 
exception when there is no C++ based exception which is capable of resolving the 
translated exception. Kannan teaches the application is terminated when there is no C++ 
based exception which is capable of resolving the exception (col. 1, line 47 - col. 2, line 
11). Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread that caused the exception (col. 5, lines 
9-16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it 
provides a method to handle the exception on a per thread basis, and the application has a 
chance to continue execution. Note discussion of claim 1 for the application and 
exception being C++ in nature. 

As to claim 15, see rejection of claim 8 above. 

As to claim 16, see rejection of claim 2 above. 

As to claim 22, see rejection of claim 2 above. 
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As to claim 25, see rejection of claim 2 above. 
As to claim 27, see rejection of claim 2 above. 

As to claim 28, Kannan teaches the trapped exception handler further comprises a 
state restorer for restoring the state that the application was in before the fault occurred to 
continued the execution of the application (col. 7, lines 3-5). 

6. Claims 9-12, 1 7-20 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 6,415,381'B 
1) and Anschuetz et al. (U.S. 5,305,455) further in view of LeVine et al. (U.S. 6,591,379 
Bl). 

As to claim 9, Kannan does not teach logging state information representing the 
state that the application was in before occurrence of the exception caused the 
termination of the thread. LeVine teaches logging state information representing the state 
that the application was in before occurrence of the exception caused the termination of 
the thread (col. 7, lines 2-7 and col. 8, lines 41-46 and Fig. 5). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the teaching of Kannan and LeVine because LeVine's logging state information would 
improve the reliability of Kannan's system by saving all necessary information for later 
recovery. 

As to claim 1 0, Kannan does not teach forwarding the logged information to a 
remote database over a computer network. LeVine teaches forwarding the logged 
information to a remote database over a computer network (col. 7, lines 5-8). 
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As to claim 11, Kannan teaches receiving a recommendation from the remote 
database (col. 6, lines 15-18), and informing the recommendation to the user (col. 7, lines 
34-44). 

As to claim 12, Kannan does not teach forwarding a bug report to a bug report 
center over a computer network. LeVine teaches forwarding a bug report to a bug report 
center over a computer network (col. 8, lines 1-8). 

As to claim 17, see rejection of claim 9 above. 

As to claim 18, see rejection of claim 10 above. 

As to claim 19, see rejection of claim 1 1 above. 

As to claim 20, see rejection of claim 12 above. 

As to claim 29, see rejection of claim 9 above. 

7. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 6,415,381 Bl), Anschuetz et al. 
(U.S. 5,305,455) and LeVine et al. (U.S. 6,591,379 Bl) further in view of Lillevold (U.S. 
6,230,284 Bl). 

As to claim 30, Kannan does not teach a query generator for generating a query 
including the state information to query a recommendation from a remote database over a 
computer network. Lillevold teaches the crash handler program determines the state of 
the computer, sends the information to the server, and the server, based on this 
information, send revision code to the computer to avoid the crash next time (col. 3, lines 
21-27). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Lillevold because it would 
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improve the performance of Kannan system by obtaining correct help from server when it 
is not available locally. 

As to claim 31, see rejection of claim 11 above. 

As to claim 32, see rejection of claim 12 above. 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 12/29/2004 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant amended claims have added limitations 
not previously recited, thus, requiring a new grounds of rejection. 

The newly amended C++ based application and C++ exceptions, this is met by 
Bak who teaches translating a trapped exception into a C++ exception (Java exception is 
transformed and rethrown as a C++ exception; col. 13, lines 8-10), as discussed in the 
rejection of claim 1. Also note section 3 of this office action for issues concerning the 
first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12. 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Diem K Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272 3760. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 9:00AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272 3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR.) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: Commissioner for Patents PO 
Box 1450 Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 

January 13, 2005 
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